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CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1996 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 amount, the
1996 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 1996 follow:

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
1995 ................................. $241,553,071,000

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1996 ................ 236,344,017,000

House bill, fiscal year 1996 . 243,997,500,000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1996 242,683,841,000
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1996 .................... 243,251,297,000
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1995 ... +1,698,226,000

Budget estimates of
new (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
1996 ........................... +6,907,280,000

House bill, fiscal year
1996 ........................... ¥746,203,000

Senate bill, fiscal year
1996 ........................... +567,456,000
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HIGH ONE

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, fair and
equitable treatment of our military
personnel and our veterans deserves
greater attention in this Congress.

Dedicating one’s self to our national
security should at least result in some
personal security at retirement time.

Unfortunately, the Republican lead-
ership has approved a plan to refigure
the retirement pay that our men and
women in the military had figured on
as being theirs at retirement time.

They call it High One, but the Texans
that I have been hearing from say it is
little more than ‘‘hi and bye.’’

We have folks who have served in the
military for 10 and 20 years, the whole
time thinking that they had a fixed in-
come when they retired. Then along
comes this formula refiguring and all
of a sudden some folks who calculated
a particular retirement find out they
have got to do some recalculating. This
is all the more unfortunate given the
inattention and inaction on some other
issues like COLA inequity, Medicare
subvention, and forgotten widows.

It is time to give our veterans and
those who are in our military the at-
tention they deserve. As the old saying
goes, ‘‘It’s not doing our veterans a
favor, it’s repaying one.’’

f

THE 1-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF RE-
PUBLICAN CONTRACT AND RE-
LATED EVENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is an
appropriate time to focus America’s at-
tention on what occurred 1 year ago to-
morrow, because we have come to the
first anniversary, birthday party No. 1,
so to speak, of the so-called Contract
on America, announced on the Capitol
steps with many smiles about this time
last year.

Certainly if one is to assess and
evaluate that contract based on hyper-
bole, based on rhetoric from the floor
of this Congress, it has been a great
success. It has been something that
would give cause for great celebration,
if we were to analyze what has been
said about it in this Chamber rather
than what is actually happening out in
the real lives of real people across
America.

If one is to evaluate this contract in
terms of what legislation has been
passed and signed into law in the law
books of America that might have
some impact on people across America,
one gets a more modest evaluation, be-
cause in fact thus far we have had a
bill passed and signed into law dealing
with the question of unfunded man-
dates; a bill passed and signed into law
that was really a Democratic idea that
passed the last session of Congress, to
require that the House and the Senate
and all of our congressional institu-
tions abide by and follow the same laws
that we pass and apply to businesses
across America and to people across
America. A good idea, signed into law,
should have been signed into law and
would have been, had the will of this
House last year been accomplished.

So that is two bills out of many pro-
posed and discussed from this micro-
phone, not exactly revolutionary, that
have been placed into law.

There is a third measure that has
passed both the House and the Senate,
another Democratic idea. It is called

the line-item veto. The line-item veto
would be law now and would allow
President Clinton to go in and pencil
out, redline certain bits of pork barrel
either in the Tax Code or in the appro-
priations bills, but for Republican ob-
jection.

Members will recall that last year
when this great Contract on America
was unfolded here on the steps of the
Capitol, with all the smiles and the
bright lights and cameras rolling, that
it included a line-item veto that apply
not only to pork barrel spending but to
tax loopholes. But when the bill got
here to the floor of the House, a little
surgery was performed and the tax
loophole part was kept out. They are
protected. They are preserved.

The President, under the line-item
veto as passed by the House and by the
Senate, would be powerless to really
get at the tax loopholes that protect
the privileged few, that need attention
in this country. But there is still some
merit to the bill. We passed it in a way
that the President would be able to do
something about pork-barrel spending,
and certainly there is too much of
that.

But again, despite the hyperbole and
the announcement of the great revolu-
tionaries about all they were accom-
plishing in this bill, and how they
wanted to rush it over to President
Clinton so he would have a chance to
either put up or shut up in terms of
line iteming some of these items, they
decided that they really did not want
that to happen. So they have
dillydallied around and delayed and
just never gotten around to adjusting
the differences between the House and
the Senate.

In fact, we had to wait until just this
past month for there even to be con-
ferees appointed to adjust the dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate, and some Members of the Sen-
ate were saying what is obviously true;
that is, that the House leadership,
which proclaimed itself to be so revolu-
tionary from this and other micro-
phones back in January, did not really
want President Clinton to have the
power to go in and line item out the
pork barrel that they put in this set of
appropriations bills, the few that they
have gotten past the Congress, and
those that will be dumped out in the
President’s lap within the next week or
two.

So the line-item veto, which was one
of the centerpieces of this contract
that you would expect people to be
celebrating today, is not law today,
and it is not law today because the
self-proclaimed revolutionaries did not
want the revolution to occur so early
that it might clip a little of their pork
barrel out of the appropriations bills.

It is also appropriate, as we look at
and evaluate what has happened with
reference to this Contract on America,
to look at what lies ahead in the next
few days. We got an indication of how
really extreme its proponents are in
comments that were made over the last
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couple of days, the incredible declara-
tion of Speaker GINGRICH, the con-
tract’s father, that, ‘‘I don’t care what
the price is. I don’t care if we have no
executive offices and no bonds for 60
days. Not this time,’’ in indicating in a
speech in front of the Public Securities
Association that he is ready to shut
down everything if he does not get it
exactly his way.

Indeed, after those very inappropri-
ate remarks, the dollar plunged as
much as 5 percent in world markets,
interest rates went up sharply, and we
are already paying for this extremist
zeal that says, ‘‘I don’t care what the
price is as long as I get it my way.’’
That is the same kind of approach that
is really what is the cause of not pass-
ing more items in the contract, some of
which are decent principles and could
have been shaped in a bipartisan fash-
ion to a point of moderation.

But when you take such an extrem-
ist, such a zealous point of view that
you are willing to shut down every-
thing if you do not get it your way,
then you often do not get it America’s
way. In fact, at the same time that this
remark was being made, Americans
were themselves speaking out.

The Wall Street Journal reported on
Friday the latest results, that Ameri-
cans by a vote in one poll of almost 2
to 1 disapprove of the job that this
Contract-on-America Congress is
doing. I think it is because much of the
same sense of extremism that charac-
terizes the Speaker’s remarks on Fri-
day, that are reflected in the remarks
of one of the Nation’s leading Repub-
licans in commenting on his party.
Former Governor Kean of New Jersey,
saying this was not the year for him to
run, declared this month: ‘‘I’m mod-
erate. I’m in a party that’s becoming
radicalized. That creates a problem.’’

Indeed it is a problem, not just for
Governor Kean. It is a problem for
America.

You can thumb through the TV
Guide where they printed that contract
and you can look at it inside out, up-
side down, backward and forward, and
one of the things that you will not find
in there is the Republican Medicare
plan. That is, the Republican ‘‘pay
more, get less’’ Medicare plan.

You will not find, in your TV Guide
or anywhere in the Contract on Amer-
ica, the claim that what we need to do
is to cut the Medicare Program by $270
billion, that we need to raise the pre-
miums for our seniors and our disabled
people, that we need to raise the de-
ductible and we need to find some way
to have the largest cut in Medicare in
our Nation’s history.

Of course, you just saw a report pre-
sented by one of our committees. You
will not find anywhere in the contract
or in the report of this Congress’s work
a copy of the piece of legislation to im-
plement that.

That is particularly unfortunate, be-
cause it was only a short time after the
announcement of the contract that the
Speaker was saying in November and

actually reading from parts of the con-
tract what seemed to me to be a very
desirable reform.

He said,
We will change the rules of the House to

require that all documents and all con-
ference reports and all committee reports be
filed electronically as well as in writing, and
that they cannot be filed unless they are
available to any American citizen who wants
to pull them up. Thus information will be
available to any citizen in the country at the
same moment it is available to the highest
paid Washington lobbyist.

Well, the problem that we find our-
selves in on this first anniversary of
the contract, the Washington lobby-
ists, some of them have the Medicare
cut, $270 billion. No Democratic Mem-
ber of Congress has it. No citizen any-
where in this country can go to the
Internet, can go to any kind of system
and get a copy of this bill, because it is
yet to be presented.

In fact, what occurred on Friday was
a bit of a charade. It was a hearing of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
not on a bill the way that Congress
would ordinarily operate, but indeed
what is truly revolutionary. For the
first time the Committee on Ways and
Means designates one day of hearings
on the future of all of our 37 million
seniors, the cut of $270 billion, and
what do they have a hearing on? Not a
bill but a press release.

They call in their first witness, a Re-
publican actuary who admits under
questioning he has never seen the bill.
All he has got is the press release. Yet
he is an expert on that press release,
and he is at least candid enough to in-
dicate that the Medicare trust fund
would be secure for 10 years in the fu-
ture as long as the Republicans plan to
secure it with a change of $160 billion.
That leaves $110 billion out of this
plan, 41 percent of the cuts that do not
have anything to do with the Medicare
trust fund.

If we Democrats and Republicans
would come together and work to-
gether, we could resolve any of the is-
sues concerning the Medicare trust
fund. There is no crisis here that de-
mands immediate cuts and immediate
increases in the out-of-pocket cost to
the Nation’s seniors. No, as their own
first witness commented, though all he
had was a press release and not a bill,
this does not have to be done.

My concern is about the 50 percent of
retirees that I was hearing about.
Since there was only 1 day of hearings,
some of us organized hearings here on
the lawn of the Capitol and listened to
real people, seniors, come and tell us
about the problems that they would
face under this Republican Medicare
plan. We heard that over 50 percent of
our Nation’s retirees received only So-
cial Security; that is their sole means
of support, and half of those receive
only $7,000 a year.

When this Republican Medicare plan,
pay more, get less, raise your pre-
miums, raise your deductible, raise
your out-of-pocket cost in order to cut
Medicare by $270 billion, when that

goes into effect, what will be the im-
pact on that 50 percent of the senior re-
tirees who get Social Security and only
get $7,000 a year? They are going to
face some tough choices, tough choices
about health care versus food, health
care versus heat, health care versus
rent. They are choices that we ought
not to impose on people that have
helped to build this into the greatest
country in the entire world.

But that is not all that was omitted
from the Contract on America as we
look back on it. Indeed, at the same
time that the press release was the
subject of a hearing in the Committee
on Ways and Means, we find that the
House Committee on Commerce was
attacking America’s seniors from an-
other direction. That is what reference
to Medicaid, which in my State of
Texas provides the funding for 3 out of
every 4 people that are in a nursing
home. They get their funding through
Medicaid.

In addition to terminating the Medic-
aid Program, last week the House Com-
mittee on Commerce, though you can-
not find it anywhere in your own TV
Guide, they came in and abolished all
Federal nursing home standards that
set the standards for nursing and nurs-
ing care for our Nation’s seniors. That
is right. They say it cannot happen but
it has happened, that every nursing
home standard is recommended for
total elimination from the Federal
level.

Moreover, the committee even went
so far as to reject an amendment of-
fered by one of my Democratic col-
leagues that would prohibit the States
from requiring the spouses of nursing
home residents to have to sell their
home or car to pay for a husband’s or
wife’s care. That means that under the
Republican Medicaid plan, that those 3
out of 4 Texas seniors that rely on
Medicaid for their nursing home care, a
spouse, unless some other action is
taken, could be compelled by a State to
have to sell their car or their home in
order to simply provide their spouse
with long-term nursing home care
when no other alternative is available.
Omissions from the printed Contract
on America, but what is happening in
real life, not in the speeches, but what
is happening in real life on the floors of
this Congress.

When it comes to the way that the
Congress actually operates, the way it
conducts its business, my main concern
with my Republican colleagues is not
that they have changed things in this
House too much but that they have not
changed it enough.

In fact, we heard earlier in the year
a good bit about the need to reform the
operation of the Congress, the Congres-
sional Accountability Act. But when it
has come to real reform in the way the
lobby influences the Congress, when it
has come to real reform in terms of
dealing with gifts, with free ski trips,
with the golf caucus, with lavish
lunches and dinners, nothing has been
done in this Congress on the House
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side. All that we have heard is equivo-
cation and procrastination.

As recently as August of this year,
Speaker GINGRICH has said that the
House Calendar is too full with other
items to deal with lobby reform and
gift reform, and proposed that perhaps
they would prepare a paper on the sub-
ject. Recently there has been specula-
tion that when they finish with the
Medicare plan, maybe we would get to
give some attention to these matters.
Indeed, we should, because I sense that
between the lines of that contract was
basically a dissatisfaction with the
way that this Congress has operated in
the past.

It is time to get down to the real is-
sues, the campaign finance issue on
which Speaker GINGRICH shook hands
with the President in New Hampshire,
long forgotten. Hardly had the smile
faded than that was forgotten, and
nothing occurred with reference to
campaign finance reform.

So on campaign finance reform, on
lobby reform, on gift ban, these are is-
sues that this Congress needs to ad-
dress if we are to have a real revolution
instead of a phony one. When we get
down to that issue of lobby reform and
gift ban reform, two issues that the
Senate had failed to deal with are is-
sues that my Democratic colleagues
have been urging.

On the issue of lobby reform, the
Honorable GEORGE MILLER of Califor-
nia has suggested that one of the most
effective lobby reforms would be to
simply require that any time an
amendment or a bill is offered, you
have to indicate any lobbyist who had
a hand in writing it. I sat through a
hearing where the committee counsel
actually would turn around and talk to
the lobbyist that helped write the bill
on committee computers, in order to
give the answers to questions that were
being raised about the bill.

Do the American people, in a spirit of
openness, not have a right to know who
writes the legislation here and if it is
one of these special interest lobbyists?
Let us honor them and give them the
attention that they deserve by actually
putting their name down as a part of
our rules, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER ] has suggested.

When it comes to gift ban, though I
am encouraged by the progress that
the Senate has made, as I have studied
that measure, one of the unfortunate
deficiencies in the bill is that, unlike
what my Democratic colleagues passed
before I reached the Congress during
1994, this gift ban legislation says abso-
lutely nothing about books and book
royalties and payments from the likes
of Rupert Murdoch or anyone else to a
Member of Congress in order to have a
book.

I think the American people are con-
cerned about that issue. I see no reason
why our gift ban and lobby legislation
ought not to address the issue of book
royalties and book payments to Mem-
bers, because that is a way to cir-
cumvent these matters. If you have

someone who can come along and offer
a $4.5 million book contract or can
offer large royalties on a book, cer-
tainly that can influence the legisla-
tive process.

It is appropriate that this Congress
provide meaningful gift ban and lobby
reform, not just partial, by dealing
with the gift ban issue, the book issue,
and by dealing with the question of
which lobbyists are writing which laws.
Of course this Congress has additional
need to approach these issues and deal
with these concerns because of the eth-
ical cloud that has hung over it.

Rather than deal with that, let me go
back a few years and turn to the speech
of Speaker GINGRICH when he was Con-
gressman GINGRICH, discussing the
issue of our ethics process here in the
House, which I think is very important
to the whole way that we review the
Contract on America and the whole
way that the Congress is viewed by the
American people.

He said from this very place, in the
well of the House, on July 27, 1988, and
I am quoting from the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD from Speaker GINGRICH, :

In order to conduct a thorough and credi-
ble investigation, the special counsel needs
unlimited subpoena power. Both Common
Cause and I insist that in order to carry out
the responsibilities of an outside counsel ef-
fectively, it is necessary for the counsel’s au-
thority and independence to be clearly and
publicly established. The special counsel
must have the authority and independence
necessary to conduct the inquiry in an effec-
tive and credible manner.

Speaker GINGRICH, then Congressman
GINGRICH from Georgia, said:

Clearly this investigation has to meet a
higher standard of public accountability and
integrity. I think it is vital that every Mem-
ber reflect on the fact that the integrity of
the House is at stake, and that all of us have
a responsibility to ensure that the standards
being set are those of an extraordinary in-
vestigation.

I could not have said it better. I do
not know a Member of this House who
could have spoken more eloquently on
the subject of the authority and the di-
rection of an independent counsel.

Why is it that those good words of
Speaker GINGRICH in 1988 have been for-
gotten? It seems to me that we should,
in the course of discussing the general
issue of ethics in this House, consider
having independent counsel available
when there are questions raised about
a Member’s conduct that has this kind
of broad authority. Certainly that is
true with reference to an investigation
of a Speaker.

Indeed, at the same time Speaker
GINGRICH also said:

It seems to me for this investigation to
have any legitimacy, it has to be allowed to
follow the leads wherever they lead, and it
seems to me that it ought to be that the
independent counsel has to be truly inde-
pendent. He cannot be on a short leash held
by the Democratic chairman of the commit-
tee.

There again is some very insightful
comment that it does not pay to have
an ethics investigation. If you are
going to take your watchdog and you

are going to keep him on such a short
leash that they cannot watch anything,
they do not have full authority, then
what good is it to have a watchdog in
the first place?

Fortunately, we know exactly what
an independent counsel for the Ethics
Committee ought to do because in ad-
dition to these comments, Mr. GING-
RICH outlined in 1988, along with the
outline from Common Cause, exactly
what should occur.

He issued a press release insisting
that the House Ethics Committee give
the special counsel appointed to inves-
tigate the Speaker at that time the
independence necessary to do a thor-
ough and complete job. He said he was
discouraged by several news reports
that the special counsel, Richard
Phelan, would be restricted in the
scope of his investigation, and he pro-
ceeded to write the chairman of the
Ethics Committee a letter identifying
what the authority of the special coun-
sel could be.

He was very proud of the fact that
Archibald Cox, the then head of Com-
mon Cause, joined in the recommenda-
tions for what a special counsel should
be permitted to do. He referenced the
Common Cause letter that it ‘‘commit
itself,’’ the Ethics Committee, ‘‘to the
following measures:’’

No. 1, the outside counsel should have full
authority to investigate and present evi-
dence and arguments before the Ethics Com-
mittee

concerning questions about the Speak-
er;

No. 2, the outside counsel shall have full
authority to organize, select, and hire staff
on a full- or part-time basis in such numbers
as that counsel reasonably requires, and will
be provided with such funds and facilities as
the counsel reasonably requires;

No. 3, the outside counsel shall have full
authority to review all documentary evi-
dence available from any source and full co-
operation of the committee in obtaining
such evidence;

No. 4, the committee shall give the outside
counsel full cooperation in the issuance of
subpoenas;

No. 5, the outside counsel shall be free,
after discussion with the committee, to
make such public statements and reports as
the counsel deems appropriate;

No. 6, the outside counsel shall have full
authority to recommend that formal charges
be brought before the Ethics Committee,
shall be responsible for initiating and con-
ducting proceedings if formal charges have
been brought, and shall handle any aspects
of the proceedings believed to be necessary
for full inquiry.

No. 7, the committee shall not counter-
mand or interfere with the outside counsel’s
ability to take steps necessary to conduct a
full and fair investigation.

No. 8, the outside counsel will not be re-
moved, except for good cause.

b 1230

Those are the eight guidelines, not
from me, but from Speaker GINGRICH,
endorsing a position of Common Cause
in 1988, concerning the way to struc-
ture an independent counsel. It is time
that this Congress adopted the same
kind of approach.
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Indeed, Common Cause has not been

silent to this Congress. In a commu-
nication this past week, the new head
of Common Cause, Ann McBride, has
said let us do the same things again.
Just because it is 1995, instead of 1988,
that is no reason to forget these eight
principles, just because we might be
dealing with a Republican Speaker in-
stead of a Democratic Speaker. That is
no reason to set up a separate standard
of conduct.

Our laws are to be applied fairly, cer-
tainly our ethical precepts, without re-
gard to whether we are dealing with
Democrat, Republican or independent,
because it is the people’s business we
are doing. And an ethical cloud hangs
over this House when there is no true
independent investigation or when
there is any attempt to muzzle the
watchdog independent counsel that
needs to be appointed to attend to
these matters.

So it is that this past week the chair-
man of the House Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct has received a
communication from Ann McBride, the
president of Common Cause, calling for
exactly the same thing to occur. Refer-
ring to the 1988 letter concerning the
Democratic Speaker at that time, and
saying, as I have indicated, that at
that time in the investigation of the
Speaker it was Mr. GINGRICH himself
who stated he agreed with the points
made in Common Cause’s letter, en-
dorsed the above measures and called
for providing the outside counsel with
true independence and full leeway in
pursuing the investigation.

She says:
Common Cause has long supported an ap-

propriate role for an independent voice in
dealing with congressional ethics matters.
Appointing an outside person with unques-
tioned integrity, with a nonpartisan back-
ground and experience in dealing with mat-
ters of this kind, will be a critical matter in
obtaining a publicly credible result.

I could serve to repeat and to under-
line and to emphasize each of those
phrases, because that is what we are
looking for in an independent counsel;
someone who has the power to get the
job done and someone who has the
independence, the unquestioned integ-
rity, the nonpartisan background, the
experience in dealing with matters of
this kind, to achieve a publicly credi-
ble result. Not a result that helps
Democrats; not a result that
whitewashes Republicans; but a result
that is fair and independent and thor-
ough.

That is what Common Cause, as of
last week, said is needed. The same
thing, the same position that they
took in 1988, when the shoe was on the
other party, on the other foot.

The process—

Common Cause says—
that the Committee uses in looking into this
matter involving Speaker GINGRICH, the
most powerful Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, will directly reflect on the in-
tegrity of the institution. We urge the com-
mittee to retain an outside counsel and to

clearly and publicly establish the counsel’s
authority and independence.

The Hartford Current has adopted
the same call and with good reason.
They say:

An outside counsel should not be ham-
strung by a narrow mandate. No questions
should be left unanswered. If they are, Mr.
GINGRICH would serve under a cloud.

And so, as we do a full and fair eval-
uation of this contract, we find that
one of the biggest questions that re-
mains unanswered is how the great
proponent of this contract, the person
who said as recently as Friday that he
did not care what the price is, he did
not care what the consequences were, if
it caused interest rates to go up and
the dollar to fall, he is willing to shut
the Government down, whether we will
have a full, fair, and thorough inves-
tigation by a nonpartisan person of un-
questioned integrity into the charges
that have been made.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is essential on
this anniversary of the contract, that
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, which has delayed and de-
layed and delayed, get about its job,
complete this investigation, appoint
someone with credibility, and restore
the credibility which Americans are in-
creasingly doubting about this institu-
tion. Restore that credibility with a
full, thorough and fair, nonpartisan in-
vestigation of the charges that have
been made about Speaker GINGRICH and
the book deal, with GOPAC, about all
these other ethical charges that raise
such serious concerns. Let us finish
this Contract on America anniversary
party by celebrating with a fair and
nonpartisan investigation of Speaker
GINGRICH who gave it to us.

f

DISAGREEMENT WITH THE SEN-
ATE VERSION OF WELFARE RE-
FORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TATE). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of May 12, 1995, the gentlewoman
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker,
thank you for allowing me this time to
address the House.

Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I would
like to provide some insights and com-
ments about the welfare reform bill
which we read passed the Senate last
week by a very large vote.

Commentators on the welfare reform
legislation have been forecasting, rath-
er uniformly, that because of the Sen-
ate action and the very large vote that
it received, that quite likely, a welfare
reform bill will be enacted which par-
allels basically what the Senate did.

I rise today to take a great deal of
disagreement with the Senate plan. I,
of course, objected very strenuously to
the House-passed bill, which we did
some time in May of this year. I will
not take the time to recount all of the
various disagreements I had with the
House plan, but for this afternoon I

want to concentrate on the points in
the Senate bill which I find still lack-
ing. As a consequence, I hope that the
President and his administration will
look at it more carefully, and I hope
that they will come to a decision to
veto it.

As you know, when the House bill
and the Senate bill are different, what
happens is that both Houses designate
a conference committee. Conferees of
the majority party basically come to-
gether and try to iron out the dif-
ferences. So the best that we could
hope to achieve in the conference com-
promise, so to speak, would be the level
of program as authorized by the Senate
version.

Mr. Speaker, it is based upon that as-
sumption that the Senate bill cannot
be improved upon that I make my
statement today in disagreement and
in objection to the Senate-passed bill.

Recently, we have heard members of
the majority party taking the well,
particularly during our 1-minutes, to
exclaim over the fact that the Wash-
ington Post has now seen fit to support
the majority party with reference to
its efforts to reform the Medicare plan,
and denouncing the Democrats, on the
other hand, for failing to come up with
a proposal.

Given the sudden recognition and re-
cognizance of the Washington Post as
the critique of the day, I want to read
for the RECORD what the Washington
Post on September 20, said about the
Senate-passed welfare reform bill.

In an editorial which is tagged ‘‘Big
Majority, Bad Bill,’’ the Washington
Post on September 20, said:

You might think from the overwhelming
vote in the Senate in favor of the welfare bill
yesterday, 87 votes for, 12 against, that this
at long last is the sane, responsible approach
to welfare reform. That is not the case.

The fundamental flaw in this legislation is
that it abandons the principle that the Fed-
eral Government will maintain at least some
basic system of support for the Nation’s
poor, especially the poor children.

Wiping out this core guarantee of the So-
cial Security Act is mischievous and should
not have been the solution of first resort on
welfare. It is true that the Senate did make
the deeply flawed welfare bill passed by the
House better. The Senate does at least re-
quire States to keep up a certain level of
spending on the poor in exchange for Federal
dollars.

It does not require the States, as the House
bill does, to cut off certain classes of chil-
dren from welfare; kids born of mothers on
welfare and to teen mothers. It includes
some money for day care, so that children of
mothers required to work will have a modest
chance of getting looked after, and at least a
bit of the current system’s flexibility in re-
sponding to economic downturns was pre-
served by the creation of a special fund for
States in economic distress.

But, the original idea of welfare reform—

The Washington Post editorial con-
tinues to say—
that the system should be changed to do a
better job of moving welfare recipients into
work and caring for the children of single
mothers, was given second place to the quest
for turning welfare into block grants to the
States.
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